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acquire enough spectrum to fit their intended service areas,”’ and permit new entrants to acquire 
spectrum.’’’ Some commenters argue that smaller geographic areas are required because there is a lack of 
service to rural areas by national carriers,”‘ and that large geographic areas favor large companies.’2s 

57. Many commenters generally support licensing by larger geographic service areas, ie.. 
over REAGs. 4G Coalition, which supports licensing a larger block in the Upper 700 MHz Band over 
REAGs. states thdt it is expensive and difficult to cobble together smaller license areas and that auction 
exposure risks are present with smaller areas.’16 Google. which also supports REAG-based licenses over 
a larger block i n  the Upper 700 MHr Band, asserts that large service areas assist in  providing access for 
new cnt ran t~ . ’~’  P I X  (a coalition of public interest and consumer groups) contends that the number of 
REAGs should be maximized.’* In particular, PISC opposes the adoption of further small geographic 
area licenses in  the Upper 700 MHr Band, arguing that the Commission has already determined to 
provide over 800 additional licenses over CMAs and EAs in the Lower 700 MHz Band. PISC also 
huggestb that somc larger carriers that have expressed support for smaller licenses may not be seeking to 
provide relief to rural areas, but instead, are attempting to use the regulatory process to block competitors 
lrom developing a national market.’2Y Verizon Wireless comments that the entire Upper 700 MHz Band 
should be licensed over REAGs, and that REAGs are necessary to achieve the goals of providing a mix of 
licenses and ensuring that advanced services will be deployed on a timely basis.”” AT&Ts proposed 
hand plan contains REAGs and an EA in the Upper 700 MHz Band.”’ 

Some of the commenters on the appropriate mix  of geographic area license sizes also 
specify which license sizes should be adopted for particular blocks. Many commenters express support 
for the Commission’s proposal relating to the Lower 700 MHz Band to license the A, B, and E Blocks 
over EAs, CMAs, and REAGs, respectively.13’ For example, among the commenters supporting EAs in 

58 .  

~~ 

’ ”  See Cellular South 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 8, I O  (increasing likelihood ol.acquiring licenses for 
areas they intend 10 serve); Frontier 700 MHz Furrher Norice Comments at 4 (enabling acquisition of licenses for 
rural areas alone); RTG 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 5 (commenting that large companies can acquire 
spectrum for needed urban areas without acquiring spectrum for rural areas). 

‘” See Alltel 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 3: Cellular South 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 8-9, 
IO; Emharq 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 6. 

I Z a  See Cellular South 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 9; Centennial 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 
(1-7. 

‘I’ S E P  Centennial 700 MH: Funher Notrcr Comments at 6. 

‘x’ 4G Coalition 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 8-9. 

See Google 700 MHz Furrhrr Nutice Comments at 2,  7. The 4G Coalition and Google support licensing Proposal I!’ 

7 ‘s smaller IO-megahertz block (.comprised of paired 5-megahertz blocks) over MEAs. See 4G Coalition 700 MHz 
Further Notice Comments a1 8-9: Google 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at I .  

’I3 See PISC 700 MH: Furrher &‘ofice Comments at 35-36 

“‘I id. at 36. 

See Verizon Wireless 700 MHz Further Norice Comments ai 10-1 1. 12-14. Verizon Wireless also comments that 1 /,/ 

these REAGs should be paired, and notes that the role which the Commission has stated REAGs have in promoting 
advanced services. Id. at 12. 

Sre AT&T 700 MH: Further Norice Comments at 4-7. I %I 

See. ‘-8.. A T K I  700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3-4; Cellular South 700 MHz Further Notice Comments 
a l  Y-  1 I ; Leap 700 MHz Further Norire Comments at 3: MetroPCS 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at 13; RCA 
700 MHz Further Notice Comments at : I -  12; Union 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 3-5; see also US. 
(continued.. . . )  
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the Lower 700 MHz Band's A Block is RCA, which states that licensing that block over EAs will allow 
carriers of various sizes an opportunity to participate in the a ~ c t i o n . " ~  Several commenters specify 
support for licensing the Lower 700 MHz Band's B Block over CMAS."" Commenters noted the 
potential for aggregation opportunities by having a CMA license located adjacent to the C Block 
spectrum which already has been licensed over CMAs,"' with the 700 MHz Independents and RTG 
commenting that the aggregation potential with these adjacent CMA spectrum blocks is important 
because of certain technical issues arising with respect to operations in C Block.'i6 As for the Lower 700 
MHz Band E Block. Cellular South and RCA agree with our proposal to license the block over REAGs."' 
On the other hand. Aloha requests that this E Block be licensed over EAs, claiming that the proposed 
geographic service area is loo large and too expensive for its projected limited use.i38 Cyren Call 
suggests that, if Frontline's proposal is adopted for the Upper 700 MHz Band, two spectrum blocks in the 
Upper 700 MHr Rand should be licensed over CMAs and EAs.'19 

59. In response lo our inquiry in the 700 MHz Further Nut ice whether to maintain a larger 
spectrum block in the 700 MHz Band. the record reflects disparate views. Several commenters support 
the adoption of a larger spectrum block and argue against greater use of smaller spectrum blocks. For 
example, PISC states that "the push by SpectrumCo and large wireless carriers for smaller licenses 
appears designed to bolster their ability to block potential competitors from developing powerful national 
networks that would challenge their existing broadband and wireless offerings."'a 4G Coalition asserts 
that the Commission is already providing smaller blocks in the overall band plan for the Lower and Upper 
700 MHz Bands, and recommends inclusion of at least one large block in the Upper 700 MHz Band, 
which it claims would offer benefits for advanced broadband service."' Google comments that a large 
spectrum block would provide greater flexibility to technologies with adjustable signal bands, such as 

(Continued lrom previous page) 
Ccllular 700 MH; Further Notice Reply Comments at S (supporting lower band proposal based on the proposal's 
widespread support). 

' 3 7  RCA 700 MH: FuFther Notice Comments at 12; see also Cellular South 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 
i o .  

See 700 MHz lndependents 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3-4; Aloha 700 MHz Further Notice 
Comments at 2-3: Blooston 700 MHz Furthe!- Notice Comments ai 3; Cellular South 700 MHz Further Notice 
Comments at 10: Dobson 700 MHL Further Notice Comments at 3 ;  NTCA 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3- 
I: RTG 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3: RCA 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 1 1 - 1  2; WISPA 700 
MH; Further N o t k e  Comments at 4-5. 

, 1.1 

See 700 MHz Independents 700 Mfiz Further Notice Comments at 4-5; Aloha 700 MHz Further Notice ~ 35 

Comments at 2-3: Cellular South 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at IO; Union Telephone 700 MHz Further 
.Votice Comments at 4. 

See 700 MHr Independents 700 MHr Further Notice Comments at 5 :  RTG 700 MHz Further Notice Comments 

.See Cellular Soulh 700 MHz Fut-ttzer Notice Comments at 10- I I ;  RCA 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 

!16 

11 I - s .  
27 

11-12. 

See Aloha 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 3 :  Aloha 700 MHz Further Notice Reply Comments at 2. ; 38 

"'See Cyren Call 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 39. 

Interest Spectrum Coalition," WT Docket No. 06-150 (filed July 6, 2007)(ar&uing that increasing the number of 
iiceiises increases thc ability of incumbents ti) block new enlrants). 

''I See 4G Coalition 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 2-4.6 (urging the adoption of a 22-megahertz block); 
CClA 700 MH: Further Notire Comments at 3. 

See PlSC 700 MH? Further Norire Comments at 36; see also "Ex Parte Reply Comments of the Ad Hoc Public ,JU 

28 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 07.132 

WiMax, and additional capacity for technologies with fixed waveforms, like EvDO. '~ '  Verizon Wireless 
contends that wireless broadband deployment and emerging 4G technologies require a large spectrum 
block to achieve the fastest data rates."' Ericsson proposes that the Commission maintain a 20- 
megahertz block.'" 

60. Other commenters, however, support a band plan that would eliminate the large spectrum 
block from the existing band plan and provide for two smaller spectrum blocks,'d5 For example, Cellular 
South claims that smaller blocks will enable new entrants to obtain licenses and that a single large block 
restricts competition for the spectrum. RCA comments that while large entities may have an interest in 
;I larger bloch, offering it  on such a hasis would be .'conspicuously unfair"'" and MetroPCS claims that  a 
"-megahertz REAG block would be a "set-aside for larger auction pa~t ic ipants ." '~~ SpectrumCo claims 
that dividing a larger block would maximize flexibility and "would provide bidders with opportunities to 
customize their service areas, expand into new markets, and/or strategically supplement spectrum 
holdings in existing geographic  area^.""^ 

block in the Lower 700 MHz Band E Block as suitable, primarily or exclusively for the deployment of 
broadband communications platforms. Specifically, Google recommends that this block should be 
utilized for interactive, two-way broadband services, connected to the public internet, and used to support 
Innovative sol'tware-based applicalions, services, and devices. Google contends that adopting such a 
service requirement will help maximize the commercial utility of this spectrum band. In particular, 
Google alleges that the unpaired E Block in the Lower 700 MHz Band "appears to lack any significant 
immediate commercial value, due to the relatively limited bandwidth available and its unpaired nature.""' 
Google comments that the Commission has supported ubiquitous broadband deployment as one of the 
nation's top priorities."' On the other hand, a number of commenters opposed Google's proposal 

I" See Google 700 MH: Furrher Notice Comments at 7 (discussing 22-megahertz hlock). 

1 Jh 

6 I. Google recommends that the Cornmission designate the 6-megahertz unpaired spectrum 

l i i  See Verizon Wireless 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at I 1  (commenting on the nccd l o r  at Icast a 20- 
megahertz block to meet such data rates), I6 (commenting that 22-megahertz o f  paired spectrum supports broadband 
deployment). 

See Ericsson 700 MH: Furrher Notice Comments at 24. Ericsson also comments that a 22-nicgahertr block is l a >  

unnecessarily large. Id. at 2. 

S w  700 MHr Independents 700 M H z  Furrher Notice Comments at 6-7; Aloha 700 MH: Firrrlter Notice 1 4 s  

Commenls at 3; Blooston 700 MH: Further Norice Comments at 4; Cellular South 700 MH: Furrlier Notice 
Comments at I I - IY;  Centennial 700 MH: Furrher Norice Comments at 3 ;  Leap 700MHz Fiirrlier Notiw Comments 
at 3-4: Leap 700 M H z  Furrher Nutice Reply Comments at 2-3; MetroPCS 700 M H :  Furlher Nolice Coiriinents at 
24-26; MetroPCS 700 MHz Furrher Notice Reply Comments at 4-9; SpectrumCo 700 MH: Fii i- t ier Nor iw 
Cmnments at Y- IO: Sprint Nextel 700 M H z  Furrher Notice Comments at 2-5; T-Mobile 700 MHz Further Notice 
Reply Comments at IO- I I ; Union 700 MHz Funher Nutice Comments at 5;  U.S. Cellular 700 MH: Furrher Notice 
Cmiments at 8; AIXrT 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 4-5. 

See Cellular South 700 M H z  Furrher Norice Comments at 11-12, 

See RCA 700 M H z  Furrher Notice Comments at 13. 

SPP MetroPCS 700 M H :  Furrher Notice Comments at 25-26. 

See SpcctrumCo 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at 2, 15. 

Google Ex Parre Letter at 4-5. WTB sought comment on Google's proposal in its ex parte letter. including its 
position regarding the E Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band. See Google 700 MHz Service Rides P N  at 2.  Elements 
of  Google's proposal, other than those regarding its proposal relating to E Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band, are 
addressed elsewherc. 

!,,, 

1 4 '  

I l b  

I J'i 

'513 

See Google Google t r  Parte Reply Comments at 7-9. 1 5 ,  
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regarding E Block in  the Lower 700 MHz Band. For example: AT&T alleges that Google’s proposal is 
counter to the principles of technical and service neutrality and licensee flexibility; CTlA claims that 
Google’s proposal would adversely affect competition in mobile services generally; Qualcomm 
coninients that Google’s proposed standard is too vague, is contrary to the flexible allocation adopted for 
the Lower 700 MHz Band, and that there is commercial value for this spectrum; RTG opposes limiting 
the usc of any spectrum to the services proposed by Google; and Verizon Wireless comments that the 
proposal should be rqjected in light of the Commission’s longstanding policy for maximum licensee 
flexibility.”’ 

(ii) Discussion 

62. In the 700 M H z  Reporr and Order, we determined that a balanced mix of geographic 
service area licenses - CMAs, EAs, and REAGs -would be appropriate for the commercial 700 MHz 
Band licenses that will be auctioned.”’ We reaffirm that determination for all of this commercial 
spectnim except lor that associated with [he IO-megahertz commercial license (comprised of paired 5- 
megahertz blocks), which will be auctioned on a nationwide basis for use as part of the 700 MHz 
PublicPrivate Paflnership with the Public Safety Broadband Licensee. We further determine that a mix 
of spectrum block sizes, including one large 22-megahertz block (comprised of paired 1 I-megahertz 
hlocks). is appropriate for the 700 MHr Band licenses that remain to be auctioned. 

In evaluating the appropriate balance of license areas and block sizes in this revised band 
plan, we consider the 700 MHz Band as a whole, including both the commercial spectrum that has not yet 
hren auctioned and the previously auctioned spectrum. Recent statutory and regulatory changes have 
served to harmonize these spectrum bands and warrant our consideration of the 700 MHz Band spectrum 
as a whole. The DTV Act provides a uniform transition date for the entire spectrum in both the Lower 
and Upper 700 MHz Bands, which will make all of the spectrum nationwide available simultaneously. In 
addition, in  the 700 MHz Report arid Order, we revised the power limit requirements for the spectrum in 
the Lower 700 MHz Band that has not yet been auctioned to make them substantially similar to those 
applicable to the Upper 700 MHz Band. Finally, the Commission’s secondary markets rules will allow 
auction winners to aggregate previously auctioned spectrum with spectrum they win in the upcoming 
auction. 

In determining the specific mix of geographic licensing areas and block sizes for the 

63. 

64. 
spectrum to be auctioned, we seek to achieve the kind of reasonable balance that we achieved when 
adopting a mix of licenses and block sizes in the band plan for the AWS-I spectrum. The 700 MHz Band 
spectrum, like the AWS-I spectrum, is particularly well-suited for wireless broadband services. Given 
that these bands are likely to be used for similar services, our goals here are similar to those for the AWS- 
I Band. In particular, our goals for the 700 MHz Band are to promote dissemination of licenses among a 
wide variety of applicants, accommodate the competing need for both large and small licensing areas, 
meet the various needs expressed by potential entrants seeking access to spectrum and incumbents 
seeking additional spectrum, and provide for large spectrum blocks that can facilitate broadband 
deployment i n  the band. 

Ihnegahertz  block (comprised of paired 6-megahertz blocks) licensed on a CMA basis, one 12- 
65. To achieve these goals, we will license three commercial blocks of paired spectrum - one 

”’ See AT&T Gougle Ex Parte Comments at 9-10: CTIA Google Ex Parte Comments at 3; Qualcomm Google Ex 
Purre Comments at i i i ,  2-6; RTG Gougle Ex Parte Comments at 3 ;  Verizon Wireless Google Ex Parte Comments at 
2. I ;  .see also MetroPCS Google Ex Parte Comments at 3-4 & n.9 (commenting on inconsistencies in Google’s 
position): Qualcomm Googlc Ex Parre Reply Comments a: 2-4 (arguing that there is no legitimate reason to prohibit 
certain uses of the  E Bluck and allow only other particular uses). 

‘” See 700 MHz Report orid Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 8082-86 ¶¶ 42-45 
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megahertz. block (comprised of paired 6-megahertz blocks) on an EA basis, and one 22-megahertz block 
(comprised of paired I I -megahertz blocks) on an KEAG basis - as well as one 6-megahertz block of 
unpaired spectrum on an EA basis. The following figure shows this new hand plan: 

FIGURE 8: REVISED 700 MHZ BAND PLAN FOR COMMERCIAL SERVICES 

H 

CH 
51 

I I I I I I I I I I 1 I 1 I I 1 
7 l S  722 726 731 740 746 752 758 764 770 776 762 760 794 800 806 -- UPPER 700 MHz BAND 

LOWER 700 MHr BAND 
(CHANNELS 52-59) (CHANNELS 60-69) 

Block Frcuuencics Bandwidth Palrlne Area Tyne 

A 6YX-703. 728-733 I2 MH7. Z x 6 M H z  EA I76 
B 704-710.714-740 12 MHz 2 x 6 M H z  CMA 714 
C 710-716.740-746 12 MHz 2 x 6 M H z  CMA 734* 
D 716.122 6 MHz unpaired EAG 6* 
E 722-728 6 MHL unpaired EA 176 
C 746-757,776-787 22 MHr 2 x  I I  MHr  REAG 12 
D 758-763.788.793 I O  MHL 2 x 5 MHz Nationwidc 1 ** 
A 757-158.787-788 2 MHz 2 x l M H z  MEA 52*** 
B 775-776.805-806 2 MHz 2 x I M H z  MEA 52*** 

*Blocks have been auctioned. 
**Block is associated with Ihc 700 MHz PubliclPrivale Partnership. 
***Guard Bands blocks have been auctioned, hut are being relocated. 

66. With respect to the mix of geographic service area licenses under our revised band plan 
for the 70 megahertz of commercial spectrum in the 700 MHz Band that is neither Guard Band spectrum 
nor spectrum designated for the PublicPrivate Partnership, a total of 24 megahertz will be provided on a 
CMA basis (including I2 megahertz already auctioned), I 8  megahertz on an EA basis, and 28 megahertz 
on an REAGlEAG basis (including 6 megahertz already auctioned on an EAG basis, which are large 
licenses similar to REAGs). 

67. This mix achieves a balance among different geographic area sizes that is similar to that 
provided in the AWS-I band plan. The following figure compares the amount of spectrum for CMAs, 
EAs, and EAGs/REAGs in the AWS-I Band to that for the revised 700 MHz Band, excluding the Guard 
Band spectrum and the spectrum designated for use as part of the 700 MHr PublidPrivate Partnership. 
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FIGURE 9: COMPARISON OF AWS AND 700 MHZ SPECTRUM 

Unauctioned 700 MHz 
Band 

Unauctioned and 
Auctioned 700 MHz 

Band 
AWS 

Analysis doe\ iiol include 10 megahertz for ihc Upper 700 MHL U Block License and 4 mcgahcrtr for Guard Bands. 

68. As with AWS-I, the majority of the spectrum in the 700 MHz Band will be licensed by 
CMAs or EAs. Specifically, in the AWS-I Band, 55.5 percent of the entire spectrum was licensed by 
CMAs or EAs (,22.2 percent and 33.3 percent, respectively), while for the 700 MHz Band, 60 percent 
will be licensed by CMAs or EAs (34.3 and 25.7 percent). In addition, a substantial portion of the 700 
MHz Band will be licensed by large service areas (REAGdEAGs). Whereas 44.4 percent of the AWS-1 
Band was licensed by REAGs, 40 percent of the 700 MHz Band will be licensed by either REAGs or 
EAGs. 

69. Regarding the size of available spectrum blocks, we provide for one large, 22-megahertz 
spectrum block (comprised of paired 1 I-megahertz blocks) in the 700 MHz Band to promote more 
innovative and efficient broadband deployment in this band. As the Commission found in the AWS-I 
proceeding, 20-megahertz (or larger) spectrum blocks enable a broader range of broadband services 
(,including internet access at faster speeds), accommodate future higher data rates, and provide operators 
with additional capacity and, importantly, flexibility.'54 Based on that finding, in  the AWS-I band plan, 
three of the five spectrum blocks (66% of the total available spectrum) were made available in  large 20- 
megahertz blocks.'" Although we are departing from the AWS-I band plan by licensing most spectrum 

'"AWS- /  Order on Reconsideration. 20 FCC Rcd at 14066-67 1 15 (larger 20-megahertz hlocks should enable a 
hroeder range of  broadband services, and accommodate future higher data rates); see also Serrice Rules for 
Advanced Wireless Services i n  the I .7 and 2. I GHz Bands, WT Docket No. 02-353, Reporr and Order, I 8  FCC Rcd 
15 162. 25 178 ¶ 44 (2003) (AN'S- / Repurr and Order). 

l i i  RWS-I  Order on Reconsideration. 20 FCC Rcd at 14066.671 15, 14068-69'j 19-20. In the AWS-I band plan, 
three of the six license blocks, involving two-thirds of the band (totaling 60 megahertz) were licensed hy large, 20- 
megahertz blocks. Id. at 14069 1 20. 
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blocks in the 700 MHz Band i n  smaller sizes,’s6 we conclude that licensing one of the 700 MHz Band 
\pcctruin block\ as a ??-megahertz spectrum block enhances broadband deployment and stimulates new 
entry. 

the specific placement of the CMA, EA, and KEAG licenses and the size of the spectrum blocks. W e  
rcvise the size and location of the spectrum blocks in the Upper 700 MHz Band, consistent with our 
decisions to change the spectral location of the Guard Bands and make an additional 2 megahertz of 
commercial spectrum available for auction based on our  reducing the size of the Guard Band B Block. 
and designate a IO-megahertz spectrum block (comprised of two 5-megahertz paired blocks) adjacent to 
the Public Safety spectrum as pan of the 700  MHz PubWPr iva te  Partnership. 

CMA.v in ci 12-Meguhert: Spectrum Block (Comprised of Paired 6-Meguher t i  B locks)  i n  
rhe Lower 700 M H ;  Bund B Block. W e  will license one  additional spectrum block in the 700 MHz Band 
on a CMA basis, to he  located in the B Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band immediately adjacent to the 
existing CMA-based licenses. As reflected in the record, there is demand by small and rural providers for 
\mailer areas such as CMAs.”’ Providing for an additional 700 MHz Band spectrum block licensed on a 
CMA basis may allow small and rural providers to obtain license areas that meet their needs while 
avoiding the transaction costs associated with obtaining access to spectrum in the secondary market, costs 
that are incurred when these small providers must arrange the terms by which another licensee grants 
access to its spectrum by means of partitioning, disaggregation, or spectrum leasing.’’’ Accordingly, w e  

70 .  W e  discuss in more detail below the revised band plan, including our  decisions regarding 

I I. 

We depart from the AWS- I hand plan by licensing most of the 700 MHz Band over smaller blocks as part of our I v> 

cffort to balance seyeral competing goals in the band plan. We note in particular our decision to assign the Upper 
700 MHz Band’s D Block over 10 megahertz (comprised of paired 5 megahertz blocks) as part of a unique 
I’ublic/Private Partnership In addition, we facilitate access to spectrum hy snialler service providers by maintaining 
the s i x  of all the spectrum blocks i n  the Lower 700 MHr Band. This approach to the Lower 700 MHr Band is 
consistrnt with our proposal in the 700 MHz FurtherNotice, 22 FCC Rcd at 813Oyi 178 which was supported by 
beveral parties i n  the record, see TCA 700 MHz Further Notice Reply Comments at 2-4; Leap 700 MHz  Further 
Notice Comments at 3;  Cellular South 700 MHz Further Notice Reply Comments at 6. 

’’- See 700 MHz Independents 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 2; Blooston 700 MHz Further Notice 
Comments at 2-4; Centennial 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3,  5 ;  C&W 700 MHz Commercial Services 
Notice Comments at 3; Core 700 MHz Commercial Services ,Notice Reply Comments at 4;  Frontier 700 MHz 
Further Notice Comments at 2-4. 6; Embarq 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 8; NTCA 700 MHz Further 
.Vorice Comments at 1-5; RCA 700 MH; Further Notice Comments at 2; RTG 700 MHz Further Notice Reply 
Comments at 4-7: WISPA 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 5 :  Union 700 MHz Further Notice Reply 
Comments at 7: USA Broadband 700 MH: Furrher Notice Reply Comments at 2; see also Vermont et al. 700 MH; 
Ficrther Notire Reply Comments at 5-6. We nute that McBride asks that we license all of the spectrum over CMAs, 
but we already have decided in the 700 MHz Report and Order to license the spectrum using a mix of geographic 
areas. 700 MHz Report and Order, 22 FCC Rcd at 8082 ‘j 42. We also note that Frontier requests that we consider 
licensing spectrum over a geographic area smaller than CMAs, but we have already declined to adopt service areas 
smaller than CMAs. ld. at 8085 ¶ 46. 

disaggregating, and partitioning add significant costs and complexity, and can delay initiation of service, especially 
for  small rural carriers”); U.S. Cellular 700 MHz C..ummercial Services Notice Comments at 9: see also 
HowardIJaved Comments at I2 ; 700 MHz Independents 70C MHz Further Notice Commenls at 2 (commenting that 
due to factors including transaction costs. large companies generally have been uninterested and unwilling to 
partition or lease the rural portions of their license areas); Corr 700 MH: Comniercial Services Notice Comments at 
2 (partitioning and disaggregation has not worked to break up larger pieces of spectrum); Consumer Federation of 
America. et a/ .  700 MHz Commercial Services Notice Comments at 5 (prospective new entrants often are at mercy 
i n  the secondary market of license holders); Sprint Nextel 700 MHz Further Norice Comments a t 6  (stating that 
hidders interested in  smaller geographic license areas would have to convince larger area license winner to partilion, 
and then incur the “often quite substantial transaction costs”). 

See Union 700 MHz Commercial Services Notice Comments at 3 (stating that the “process of aggregating, 1 i x  
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find that additional small area licenses based on CMAs should he available in the 700 MHz Band to allow 
smaller and more rural bidders to match their particular needs to the licenses available at auction and 
avoid potential transaction This approach is consistent with the Commission's objectives to 
promote economic opportunity and competition, as well as the dissemination of licenses to a wide variety 
of applicants, including small and rural providersd6" 

We find that the 12-megahertz B Block (comprised of paired 6-megahertz blocks) in the 
Lower 700 M H z  Band is the appropriate spectrum band for the C M A  licenses. As discussed above, 
wveral commenters specifically recommend that the B Block he  assigned using CMAS.'" By providing 
f o r  C M A s  in the Lower 700  MHz Band B Block, licensees will he afforded the opportunity to combine B 
Block licenses with license5 in the adjacent C Block, which already have been licensed over C M A S . ' ~ ~  
The  Commission has favored placing spectrum blocks with the same type of geographic area licenses 
adjacent to one  another because this approach enables licensees to more easily aggregate the adjacent 
channel licenses, whether at auction o r  in the secondary market.'" While we are not creating a larger 
spectrum block for CMAs (e.g., a 20-megahertz block), as requested by some parties,lbd we  d o  not find 

72. 

, <,, ' '  See 700 MHz Independents 700 M H z  Further Nntice Comments at 5 ;  U.S.  Cellular 700 M H z  Coniniercial 
.St,ri,i<.r\ Noricr Rcply Comments at 4: Blooston 700 MHz Conrmercial Sen,ices Notice Comments at 2 ;  RTG 700 
M H i  Commercial Serv ies  Notice Comments at 5: Howard/Javed 700 M H z  Commercial Services Norice Comments 
at 10. In the AWS-I procceding, the Commission stated that "RSAs and MSAs allow entities to mix and match 
rural and urhan areas according 10 their business plans and that, by heing smaller, these types of geographic servicc 
areas provide entry opportunities for smaller caniers, new entrants, and rural telephone companies." AWS-I  Order 
011 Reconsideration. 20 FCC Rcd at 14066y[ 14. 

Commission also is to "prescribe area designations and handwidth assignments that promote . .. economic 
opportunity for a wide variety of applicants, including small businesses, rural telephone companies, and businesses 
owned hy members of minority groups and women." 47 U.S.C. 309(i)(4)(C). 

See. e.&. 700 MHz Independents 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at 2; Aloha 700 MH: Further Notice 
Cumnients at 3-4: Blooston 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 2-3 ;  Cellular South 700 M H z  Further Notice 
Comments at IO; Dobson 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3 ;  NTCA 700 M H z  Furrher Norice Commenls at 3- 
4: RTG 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 3 ;  RCA 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at I I : WlSPA 700 MHz 
Further Notice Comments at 4: MilkyWay 700 M H z  Commercial Services Notire Comments at I :  ; MetroPCS 700 
MHz Further Notice Comments at 15; Leap 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 3 ;  Corr 700 M H z  Commercial 
Services Notice Reply Comments at 4; see also Comments of Rural Telecommunications Group, Inc. in Support of 
Modification of License Area Sizes for 700 MHz Spectrum, Reallocation and Service Rules for the 698-746 MHz 
Spectrum Band (Television Channels 52-59), CN Docket No. 01-74, Service Rules for the 746-764 and 776-794 
MH7, Bands. and Revisions to Part 27 ofthe Commission's Rules. WT Docket No. 99.168, Rural 
Telecommunications Group, Inc. (filed Sept. 27, 2005) (requesting that MSNRSA licenses he provided for Lower 
Band Block B and Upper Band Block C, totaling 22 megahertz of spectrum). 

Srr Lower 700 M H z  Report arid Order. 17 FCC Rcd at 1061 'j 95 (quoring 47 IJ.S.C. 9 309Q)(3)(B)). The lbl l 

l h  

See C o n  700 MH: Comnirrciul Services Reply Comments at 4 ;  RTG 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at 4: I01 

700 MHz Independent5 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at 4-5; Cellular South 700 MHz Further Notice 
Comments at IO: Union 700 MH; Further Noricr Comments at 4: USA Broadband 700 MHz Further Notice 
Comments at 2 .  

A WS-I Order or1 Reconsideration, 20 FCC Rcd at 14067 1 2 0 .  We recognize that our decision may alter the 
ahiliry of licensees in Blocks A and B of the Lower 700 MHz Band to aggregate those licenses since they will be 
licensed using EAs and CMAs. However, our overall decision respecting the size of geographic service areas and 
spectrum hlocks provides opportunities for licensees to abtain wider bandwidth, including through the potential 
aggregation 0 1  Blocks B and C of the Lower 700 MHz Band. 

I h i  See Polar 700 M H z  Commercial Sewices Notire Comments at 1 (arguing that a 20 megahertz block should he 
auctioned over CMAs); see also NTCA 700 MH; Commercial Services Notice Comments at 2.6-7 (prior to 
(continued.. . . )  

16~1 
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that this step is necessary because converting the B Block to CMA licensing creates opportunities for 
small or rural service providers to create a 24-megahertz CMA block in any given geographic area by 
aggregating spectrum in the revised B Block and the existing C Block. As a result, small and rural 
bidders may acquire rights to a large amount of contiguous spectrum over small geographic service area, 
which providcs the potential for more flexibility in broadband services to be offered and technologies to 
be deployed. These opportunities are particularly important because the boundaries of CMA-based 
licenses do not match the boundaries of licenses based on EAs, EAGs, or REAGs, and therefore may be 
most usefully aggregated with other CMA licenses. 

For these reasons, we do  not adopt EAs for the B Block.'" Providing for an additional 
CMA spectrum block i n  the Lower Band B Block comports with the record and will help us achieve a 
balanced mix of geographic service area sizes i n  this band that is similar to the Commission's approach to 
the AWS-I spectrum. As part of this balance, and as discussed below, we also establish two EA license 
blocks in  the 700 MHz Rand in order to address concerns raised by those parties requesting EA licenses. 

REAGs iri LI 22-Meguhrrtz Spectrum Block IComprised of Paired I I-Megahertz Blocks) 
in the Upper 700 MH: Bund C Block. In addition to making licenses available by a variety of geographic 
areas sizes. including CMAs, we also find that we need to make available at least one large spectrum 
block. Having determined that we will provide for a 12-megahertz CMA block in the Lower 700 MHz B 
Block and a IO-megahertz spectrum block adjacent to the Public Safety spectrum, we conclude that a 22- 
megahertz block of paired spectrum should be located in the C Block in the Upper 700 MHz Band and 
licensed on a REAG basis. This approach is consistent with our goal of promoting broadband services in 
this band, and will provide important benefits to potential users of this spectrum that may need large 
spectrum blocks as well as large geographic areas. Because we provide for package bidding for licenses 
in this spectrum block, as discussed below, this large REAG block will be particularly important for 
potential new entrants and other bidders that seek to provide a nationwide service.'66 

larger than 12 megahertz in  the 700 MHz Band.l6' The inclusion of this large block results in a greater 
mix of licenses i n  the 700 MHz Band and gives prospective licensees an additional choice in acquiring 
the amount of spectrum consistent with the technologies and spectrum architecture they may plan to 
deploy. A large spectrum block makes available licenses of varying bandwidth and provides for the 700 
MHz Band the sort of reasonable balance that we achieved for AWS-I spectrum.'68 As the Commission 
previously determined for AWS-I spectrum, which is similarly useful for providing wireless broadband 
service,'@ larger spectrum blocks offer important benefits, including providing sufficient spectrum to 

73.  

74. 

75. With regard to the size of spectrum blocks, this C Block will be the only spectrum block 

(Continued l'rom previous page) 
supporting Balanced Consensus Plan, arguing that a 20 megahertz block should he auctioned over CMAs); Dobson 
700 MHz Ciimmercid Senices Norice Comments at 4-5 (prior to supporting Balanced Consensus Plan, arguing that 
Iwn CMA blocks should he auctioned, one comprised of 20 megahertz and one comprised of I O  megahertz). 

See Navajo Nation 700 MHz Comnierciul Services Notice Comments at I. 

As we discuss elsewhere in this order, this 22-megahertz block will be revised to provide for two paired blocks of 

For the AWS-I spectrum. three of the six licenses were of wider bandwidth, i.e., 20 megahertz (comprised of two 

However. as we discuss elsewhere, with respect to sizes of spectrum blocks, we are departing from the AWS-I 

See A WS-I Report nnd Order, I 8  FCC Rcd at 25 I 7 8  144; A WS-I Order on Reconsideration, 20 FCC Rcd at 

ic.5 

1 bh 

spectrum in the event cerlain provisions relating to the aggregate reserve price for that block are not met. 
167 

I (1-megahertz paired blocks). See A WS-I Order OJI Reconsideration, 20 FCC Rcd at 14069 ¶ 20. 

hand plan by licensing more spectrum blocks in the 700 MH2 Band in smaller sizes. 

14066.67 y[ 15. 

I6X 

I 6'1 
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support the  deployment of new and emerging competitors”” and the opportunity to achieve high data 
transmission rates for large numbers of c u ~ t o m e r s . ~ ~ ’  Large blocks also offer benefits with respect t o  
economies o f  scale. providing an opportunity for licensees to develop new technologies and services, and 
additional flexibility.’7’ 

development of technologies that wil l  produce bit rates far beyond those available with today’s 
technologies.”’ Although existing 3G technologies, such as CDMA-2000 and Wideband CDMA,  can 
readily be accommodated on blocks of 2.5-megahertz (paired 1.25-megahertz blocks) and 10-megahertz 
(paired 5-megahertz blocks),”‘ respectively, we  anticipate that Fourth Generation (4G) technologies wil l  
be  able to take advantage of wider spectrum blocks, such as the 22-megahertz block we  adopt in this 
Second R e p o n  and Order, to produce bit rates that are a significant increase beyond those currently 
achievable with today’s t e ~ h n o l o g i e s . ” ~  By creating a larger spectrum block in the 700 MHz Band, we  
will enable the provision of many services. including VoIP. broadband internet access, and streaming 
audio and video programming, t o  be offered at higher speeds, to a greater number of subscribers, and  with 
more advanced capabilities than could be offered on smaller-sized spectrum blocks in the band. 

These capabilities are especially important for new entrants that want to compete directly 

76. Licensing a spectrum block of this size in the 700 MHz Band could also enable the 

77. 

“‘l See CTIA 700 MHz Comrn 
MH: Furrher N o f i w  Commenfs at 3 (conmentiny that a larger block will improve chances lor creating a new 
nationwide wireless broadhand network). 

iul Services Nofire Comments at 6-7 (addressing a 20-megahertz block); CCIA 700 

See Qualcomm 700 MH; Commerciul Services Comments at I 1-1 2, I X ;  Motorola 700 MHz Commercial Services 1 7 1  

Comments at i, 3 ,  5-6; Verizon Wireless 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at I 1-12 (stating that 4G services will 
require large blocks to achieve fastest data rates). 

See CCIA 700 MH;  Furtker Nofice Comments at 3 (stating that a new nationwide wireless broadband network 
raulting lrom use of  large block could take advantage of economies of scale); Verizon Wireless 700 MHz Further 
Nofire Comments at 7-8 (commenting that a larger spectrum block ”will help to ensure the near-term deployment of 
next generation wireless broadhand networks. providing the best opportunity for the United States to lead the world 
in 4G wireless development.”); 4G 700 MHz Further Nofice Comments at 2-4 (technologies with adjustable signal 
hands can benefit from larger blocks, as can technologies with fixed waveforms); Google 700 MHz Furfher Nurice 
Comments at 7 (commenting that a larger block will provide greater flexibility for some technologies, and provide 
greater capacity for others); Motorola 700 MHz Commercial Services Norice Comments at 5 (commenting that wider 
blocks afford licensees the flexibility to deploy advanced broadband services that operate using wider channels); 
Qualcoinm 700 MH: CommercialServices Norice Comments at 18 (commenting that a larger spectrum block will 
lacilitate the delivery of the most technically advanced wireless services in this and the next decade); see also 
UlKECTVEchoStar 700 MH: Commercial Services Nofice Comments at 12 (commenting that a block of 20- 
megahertz may not he enough Sor the services they envision; technology now under development would use larger, 
contiguous spectrum blocks). 

more contiguous spectrum, and emerging 4G technologies require 20 megahertz of spectrum to achieve the fastest 
possible data rates”). 

Sprint Nextel 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 2 ,  MetroPCS Further Notice Comments at 7-8, or that a 22- 
megahertz block is unnecessary and diverts the use of spectrum from frequency arrangements that could lower the 
technical requirements for the broadband technologies, see Ericsson 700 M H z  Funher Notice Comments at 2.  

MohileBroadband (UMB) 4G technology is prqiected to support 40 Mbps data rate in a paired 10 MHz channel or 
approximately twice the spectral efficiency. See Qualcomm, “Qualcomm Introduces Complete solution for Ultra 
Mobile Broadband“ at htt~://www.uualcomm.com/Dress/releases/2007/070327 com~dete solution ultra.html. 

1-2 

See Verizon Wireless 700 MH: Funher Nutice Comments at I 1-12 (”wireless broadband deployment requires 17 ,  

Certain coinmenters argue that paired 5 megahertz blocks provide sufficient capacity for some technologies, see 171 

While I x EVDO Re1 0 supports 2.4 Mbps nver a I .25 MHz channel, I x EVDO Rev C or Ultra 171 
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with wireline broadband alternatives, which are increasingly moving to fiber networks capable of very 
high data rates. While many planned 4G technologies may offer narrow channel bandwidths for 
migration purposes, a 20-megahertz block (comprised of paired 10-megahertz blocks) is the minimum 
Yize needed to accommodate anticipated higher data rates. Based on the Third Generation Partnership 
Pro.ject 2 (3GPP2) standards, Ix-EVDO Rev. C, or UMB is expected to support 40 Mbps data rate on the 
down link.”‘ Based on the Third Generation Partnership Project (3GPP) Long Term Evolution (LTE) 
technology, down link peak data rates up to 50 Mbps in a 10-megahertz paired channel are anticipated.’” 
In addition. the E E E  802.16ni project targets a minimum of 65 Mbps in a IO-megahertz paired 

None of‘ these standards groups expect 4G technologies data rates to reach these anticipated, 
or higher peak data rates with less than a 20-megahertz block (paired IO-megahertz blocks). Thus, a 22- 
megahertz spectrum block, or effectively 20 megahertz (2 x I O  MHz), will enable licensees to deploy 
Fourth Generation (4G) wireless tcchnologies designed to compete with high-capacity wireline offerings. 

Providing for a large spectrum block also eliminates the need for internal guard bands 
that would otherwise be necessary i f  two smaller spectrum blocks were acquired by different licensees. 
The use of two, rather than four, internal guard bands,, associated with a larger spectrum segment, allows 
increases in  network capacity and higher data throughput rates even with existing technologies. For 
example, as we observed in the 700 M H z  Commercial Services Notice, if a large spectrum block were 
divided into two smaller blocks, the overall data throughput rates of 1 xEV-DO transmissions would 
decrease by 14 percent.’” This lower data throughput level would be caused by the need to place 0.625- 
megahertz guard bands at both ends of two separate blocks and the resulting loss of usable spectrum from 
having four, rather than two, internal guard bands.’x0 

A larger 22-megahertz spectrum block (comprised of paired 1 I-megahertz blocks) also 
would provide flexibility for C Block licensees to address potential interference issues. Base stations in 
certain blocks in  the Lower 700 MHz Band may operate at power levels up to 50 kW ERP if specific 
power flux density (PFD) limits are met.’” The 22-megahertz Upper 700 MHz Band C Block would 
contain sufficient spectrum for a licensee to designate some spectrum as an internal guard band without 
unduly compromising data rater. Given the elimination of the Guard Band A Block previously at the 
bottom of the Upper 700 MHz Band, i.e., at 746-747 MHz, this would permit Upper 700 MHz Band C 
Block licensees to address any potential concerns regarding interference from high power operations in 

78, 

79. 

/d. Note that 4G systems may utilize higher modulation schemes and MlMO systems to increase the data rate in I ?(I 

hoth the down and up links. 

.SPY 3G americas “Mobile Broadband, EDGE, HSPA & LTE’ at 17, 

http://wwu.3gamericas.ore/PDFs/white ~apers/2006 Rysavy Data PaDer FINAL 09.15.06.11df 

”“ See IEEE 802.16 Broadband Wireless Access Working Group, “Draft IEEE 802.16m Requirements” at 
ht~~://ieee802.org/l6/tgm/docs/80216m-07 002r23df. Using a minimum spectral efficiency of 6.5 bpslHr will 
yield a minimum peak data rate of 65 Mhps in I O  MHz bandwidth (2 x I O  MHz). 

at 5s (Sept. 2006). 

: -i 

’ ’  700 MH: Coninierriol Semites Norice, 21 FCC Rcd at 9371 11.144. 

The CDMA Development Group reports that a single IxEV-DO (Rev. 0) transmission on a IO-megahertz block 
produces 3 throughput of 4200-6090 kbis, but two IxEV-DO (Rev. 0) transmissions on two 5-megahertz blocks 
produce a throughput of only 3600-5220 k b k  700 M H z  Commercial Services Norice, 21 FCC Rcd at 9371 0.144, 
citing Delivering Voice and Data: Comparing CDMA2000 and GSM/GPRS/EDGE/UMTS, CDMA Development 
Group. Dec. 2005 available at http://www.cdp.org/resources/white~papers/~les/Capacity~20Dee~202005.pdf. The 
CDMA Development Group is a consortium comprised of CDMA service providers and manufacturers, application 
developers. and content providers. 

! B O  

See 47 C.F.R. $ 27.50(c). 181 
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the Lower 700 MHz C Block,@' Accordingly, under our revised hand plan, the 22-megahertz block not 
only provides flexibility for the deployment of 4G services and technologies, but offers Upper 700 MHz 
Band C Block licensees the flexibility to address any interference concerns they may have. 

the public interest. We reject the band plan proposals of Northrop Grumman, AT&T, Cyren Call, and 
Frontline, because each of these proposals are premised on the adoption of a band plan with spectrum 
blocks that are significantly smaller than the new 22-megahertz C Block.'" We also reject arguments that 
by adopting a single large block we are favoring a particular business model or potential bidder,Ix4 or 
limiting competition or participation in the auction.'" Adopting a large spectrum block is part of our 
effort to provide an appropriate mix of licenses and is consistent with the positions of many other 
commentcrs. Many commenters responding to the 700 MHz Commercial Services Notice supported the 
retention of a larger, e.g.. 20-megahertz block,'Xh and the record has continued to demonstrate support for 
a larger spectrum block in the band.'" 

With regard to the size of geographic service areas, the use of REAGs for the Upper 700 
MH7 Band C Block also will provide a number of benefits. First, as the Cornmission noted in adopting 
the AWS-I band plan, the use of REAGs may meet the needs of carriers interested in creating a large 
regional or nationwide service area, which may be especially important for new entrants.'" In particular, 
the use of large geographic service areas helps reduce transaction costs to both auction participants 
seeking to aggregate adjoining smaller geographic areas at auction and licensees seeking to consolidate 
such areas post auction. At the same time, REAGs are not so large as to preclude medium-sized providers 
from acquiring them at auction. For example, in the auction for AWS-I licenses, MetroPCS acquired a 
REAG license for the highly populated Northeastern U.S., and Cricket acquired a REAG license for the 
Central U.S. 

80. For all these reasons, we find that providing for one 22-megahertz spectrum block serves 

81. 

I R Z  See Veriron Wireless 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 16- 17 (stating that sufficient spectrum would he 
available with a 22-megahertz block to allow the commercial licensee to designate a potion ofthe spectrum as an 
internal guard hand); see also 4G Coalition 700 MHz Furrher Nurice Comments at 3-4 [commenting on the potential 
for a buffer to account for potential interference). 

iit 4-5: Cyren Call 700 MH; Further Notice Comnicnts at 39: Frontline 700 MH: Further Nutice Comments at 5 I - 
54. 

See Northrup Grumman 700 MH: Furfher Notice Comments at 5-6; AT&T 700 MHz Furfher Norice Comments 

See Cellular South 700 MHz Furrher Norice Reply Comments at 7: MetroPCS 700 MHz Further Notice 

See, e.&.  Cellular South 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 12, 15: Leap 700 MHz Further Norice Reply 
Comments at 2-3:  Sprint 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at 3-5; 

See. e.&. VIREC'I'VEchoStar 700 MHz Commercial Services Reply Comments at 7-8 (dividing the 20- 
rnefahcrtz V Block would artificially limit the types of services available in the 700 MHr Band); Motorola 700 MHz 
Commer(.ial Services Comments at 5 (generally recommending that commercial spectrum he licensed in wider 
hpectrum blocks): Uualcomm 700 MHz Commercial Services Comments at I8  (the D Block should remain intact 
hccause certain technologies require 20-megahertz bandwidth for fastest possible data transmission): Verizon 
Wireless 700 MH: Commercial Services Reply Comments at 6-7 [asserts that a 20-megahertz paired license should 
he retained): CTlA 700 MHz Commercial Senjices Comments at 6-7 (supports maintaining at least 20 megahertz of 
paired spectrum in the Upper 700 MHz Band V Block). 

'" See PISC 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 36; 4G Coalition 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 2-4, 6; 
Google 700 MH: Further Norice Comments at 7; Verizon Wireless 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at I I ,  16; 
WCA 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 3 .  

'"See A WS-I Rrporf and Order, I 8  FCC Rcd at 25176 ¶ 38. 

,84 

Cmnments at 6, 26: SpectrumCo 700 MHz Furfher Norice Comments at 13. 
181 

I86 
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82. Whether used lor providing service over a region or aggregated to provide nationwide 
\enice, because REAGs represent larger geographic areas, they help lower the costs of acquiring a larger 
customer hase to achieve economies of scale.189 To the extent licensees are better able to create large 
w v i c e  m a s  and achieve economies of scale, they are better able to offer new and innovative services, 
including advanced broadband scrviceh. When combined with a large spectrum block, the use of REAGs 
inay be even more effective in  promoting these benefits, especially the provision of wireless broadband 
wrvices. 

83. EA.% i t :  u I?-Mqahcrr: Specfrum Block (Comprised of Paired 6-Megaher?: Blocks) in the 
LOWPI. 700 MH: BuilrlA Block. Wc adopt EAs as the geographic service area for licenses in Block A of 
the Lower 700 MHz Band, making 176 licenses available in this block. Similar to the Commission’s 
approach for the AWS-I spectrum, we find that there may be benefits to locating the EA block next to a 
CMA block, given that smaller providers can benefit from both CMA and EA blocks.”” Because other 
portions of the 700 MHz Band are more appropriate for CMAs and REAGs, for reasons described above, 
we therefore will assign licenses based on EAs in the A Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band. 

additional flexibility to implement their business plans by allowing these parties the option of bidding on 
;I geographic license area based on a size that is between smaller CMAs and larger REAGs.”’ This 
henifit may occur in several ways. Bidders that want license areas smaller than REAGs hut larger than 
CMAs will have an opportunity to acquire spectrum more appropriate for their business plans either by 
obtaining a single EA license or aggregating multiple EA  license^.'^' The transaction costs of such 
aggregation should be lower than they are for licenses based on CMAs, which are smaller and thus 
require more licenses to cover the same geographic area. In addition, because EAs are building blocks for 
REAGs, EA licenses and REAG licenses can be combined to form larger service territories or larger 
spectrum holdings within certain geographic markets. 193 Existing service providers also can acquire EA 

IXY Id. 

81. By adopting EAs i n  the 700 MHz Band, the Commission will provide potential applicants 

A WS-I Order on Reronsiderarion, 20 FCC Rcd at 14066 1 14, 14068 yI 18. 

The Commission provided for a 10-megahertz block of EA licenses in the AWS auction, and the data from that 
auction demonstrates that I 0-megaherti EA licenses provided an alternative to CMA licenses for small bidders. Of 
the 176 Block C licenses offered in Auction No. 66. 173 licenses were won (98.3 percent). Of those 173 licenses, 
40 licenses (23.1 percent) were won hy small businesses that were eligible for bidding credits in the auction. The 
Commission also provided for a 20-megahertz hlock of EA licenses i n  the AWS auction. 

See Union 700 MH: Co~nnrrrciul Servicrs Notice Comments at 3-4 (obtained EA and CMA licenses i n  Auction 
No. 66 due to affordability and ability t u  integrate); WCA 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at 12 (commenting 
that EAs allow companies of Yarious sizes and with a variety of business plans to compete for spcctrum); Navajo 
Nation 700 MHz Conanrrcial Services Notice Comments at 1 (EA licensees will have more of a localized interest 
and allou for focusing on improving services i n  local area): see also SpectrumCo 700 M H z  Further Notice 
Cmnments at I O  (commenting that EAs accommodate the demand of bidders to acquire licenses with an array of 
service territory siLes and license configurations). In Auction No. 66, of. 104 winning bidders, 70 (approximately 
67%’) won CMA licenses only. and 21 (approximately 20%) won only EA or combinations of EA and CMA 
! l a m e s .  Ser U.S. Cellular 700 MH: Commercial Sen’ices Noficr Comments at 6; U.S. Cellular 700 M H z  
Commercial Services Norice Reply Comments at 8. 

I YO 

191 

: ,‘Z 

See AWS-I Repurr and Order, I8 FCC Rcd at 25176 p 37; see also 47 C.F.R. 5 27.6(a) (reflecting that REAGs 
and MEAs are based on EAs). This building block approach makes EA and REAGs; coupled with existing MEA 
licenses in the 700 MHz Band, preferable to the use of Metropolitan Trading Areas (MTAs) which we decline to 
adopt for this spectrum. We note that the Vermont Department of Public Service, et al. initially proposed the use of 
MTAs. hut subsequently stated its support for o u r  lower band proposal i n  the 700 MHz Further Notice which does 
not include MTAs. Compare Vermont Department of Public Service, et al. 700 MHz Commercial Services Norice 
Comments at 4 (suggesting adoption of MTAs) wirh Vermont Department of Public Service, e f  al. 700 M H z  Further 
(continued .... J 

39 
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license areas t u  supplement their existing spectrum capacity.’94 For these reasons, service providers will 
be afforded flexibility by the availability of EA licenses and REAG licenses in the 700 MHz Band,I9’ and 
this flexibility will serve to advance opportunities for broadband deployment, including timely 
deploynient to rural areas. 

Lower 700 MH7 Hand is appropriatc spectrum for EA licenses. This determination will create 
opportunities for a variety of bidders, including small and regional providers, to acquire licenses for small 
zeographic service areas i n  the Lower 700 MHz Band.’96 Because the A Block is next to a second 12- 
megahertz block of spectrum. the B Block, that will be licensed using CMAs, small, regional, and rural 
providers will also have opportunities to combine these blocks.’97 This is consistent with the AWS-I 
band plan. which also included a spectrum block of this size on an EA basis that was located immediately 
adjacent to a CMA block.”’ Also, licensees will have additional flexibility resulting from the opportunity 
to combine the spectrum in A Block with the adjacent unpaired E Block spectrum which, as we determine 
below, also will be licensed over EAs. We conclude that licensing the paired spectrum in  Block A of the 
Lower 700 MHz band on an EA basis is in the public interest. 

We also adopt EAs for the unpaired 6-megahertz E Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band. A second 
spectrum block comprised of EA licenses in the 700 MHz Band further enhances the mix of geographic 
sizes for licenses in the band. By providing for EA-licensing in this block, the licenses in the 700 MHz 
Band will consist of two licenses for each of the geographic areas we adopted in the 7 0 0 M H z  Report and 
Order - CMAs, EAs, and REAGslEAGs. We find that such a balance of service areas in this spectrum is 
consistent with goals we discussed in the 7 0 0 M H ;  Report arid Order,  including provlding greater access 
to the spectrum by a variety of potential  licensee^.'^^ 

An EA service area for the E Block provides licensees with flexibility through the 
opportunity to combine spectrum. First, the E Block spectrum can be combined with the adjacent A 
Block spectrum which, as we discuss above, also will be licensed over EAs. Second, the E Block 
spectrum can he combined with the adjacent D Block spectrum. which has been assigned over EAGs, 
because EAs are building blocks for EAGs and thus provide the opportunity for licensees to combine 
spectrum and thus enhance flexibility. 

Adopting EAs for the E Block also affords a wider range of potential licensees with the 
opportunity to take advantage of the power level that applies to the Lower 700 MHz Band. As we found 
in  the 7 0 0 M H z  Report arid Order,  unpaired spectrum blocks provide an environment “conducive to the 
tContinued from previous page) 
,Notice Comments at 5-6 (fully supporting the lower hand proposal in the 700 M H z  Further Notice). We also note 
that the geographic areas we adopt in this Second Report and Order are consistent with the geographic areas used for 
AWS-I licensing, while MTAs are not, which may further facilitate spectrum use. 

8.5. We find that the 12-megahertz A Block (comprised of paired 6-megahertz blocks) in the 

86. EA.s in u 6 - M e p h e r t ;  Unpuired Spectrum Block in the Lower 700 M H i  Band E Block. 

87. 

88. 

See SpectrumCo 700 MH: Further Notice Coiriments at 10; WCA 700 MHz Further Nntice Comments at 12-13. 

See A WS-I Repurr and Order, I 8  FCC Rcd at 25176 y[ 37 (“[Tlhe licensing areas we have chosen will allow 

See WCA 700 MH: Furfher Notice Comments at 12; Balanced Consensus Proposal Reply Comments, Attach.; 

We note, for example, that the AWS-I hand plan locates the CMA block immediately adjacent to an EA block. 

See Auction of Advanced Wireless Services Licenses Closes; Winning Bidders Announced for Auction No. 66, 

i ’ l i  

I95 

iicmsecs t o  make adjustments io suit their individual needs.”). 
i 96 

SpectrurnCo 700MHz Furtherhiorice Comments at 10-1 I .  
19: 

See A WS-I Order on Reconsideration, 20 FCC Rcd at 14069 ‘j 20. 
I98 

Alldch. A. Public Notice, 21 FCC Rcd 10521, 10529-84 (2006). 

See 700 MHz Report und Order, 22 FCC Kcd at 8082-85 ‘j742-45. 19Y 
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provision of broadcast-type operations,” and we therefore decided to permit these unpaired blocks to 
operate at a power level of SO kW ERP.’“’ Although some commenters argue that E Block should be 
licensed over REAGs,’”’ by adopting geographic areas smaller than REAGs for this block, we enable 
access to spectrum b) a wider range of licensees who may want to take advantage of the power level for 
this spectrum but who do not require a license covering a large geographic area.”’ 

Atlriitionrrl / s u e s  Raised Regarding the Cornmercial Spectrum it1 the 700 MHr Band. As 
nientioncd above, in response either to the 700 MU: Cominrrcial Services Notice or the 700 MH; Further 
Norice. some parties have raised additional issues regarding the band plan for this commercial spectrum. 
These remaining issues are addressed below. 

underserved arras.”” These proposals are beyond the scope of both the 700 MH: Comniercial Services 
Norice and the 700 MHz Further Norice.’”‘ In addition, our other actions in this Second Report and 
Order, including the provision of a mix of different size service areas with small area licenses, take 
significant steps toward enhancing the 700 MHz Band spectrum for a wide variety of uses, including 
fined wireless broadhand. 

89. 

90. We reject the proposal of Howard/Javed respecting the delivery of fixed broadband to 

91. We also reject Howard/Javed’s proposal to adjust the band plan to reflect 10- and 14- 
megahcrtz blocks in the A and I3 Blocks. respectively, of the Lower 700 MHz Band. There is record 
support to maintain the size and location ofthe spectrum blocks in  the Lower 700 MHz Band.205 As we 
explain elsewhere in this Second Report and Order, we have decided to maintain thc H Block at 12 
megahertz (comprised of 6-megahertz pairs) to provide licensees the opportunity to combine that block 
with the C Block, which has already been licensed and also is a 12 megahertz block (comprised of 6- 
megahertz pairs) based on CMAS.‘” We also decline to adopt HowardJaved’s alternative suggestion that 
the B Block be mdde an asymmetrically paired 12-megahertz block with an unpaired E Block increased to 
8 megahertz, to incorporate asymmetric download and upload capacity in  broadband systems.207 While 
Howard/Javed state that these proposals may be supported by the upcoming WiMax standards for this 
spectrum, these proposals are not necessary for the provision of WiMax in the 700 MHz Band. There 
also is little support in the record for such a band plan. 

1m Id. at 8 IO0 q[ 95 

”” See Ccllular South 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at IO- I I ;  RCA 700 MH: Firrrher h’ofice Comments at 12. 

’” See Aloha 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at 3 (commenting that EAs should he adopted lur this hlock to 
xcommodatc small concerns interested i n  using the spectrum for one-way high powered transmissions). 

”’ Howard/Javcd propose that the Commission mandate that B Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band be used for 
delivering fixed wireless broadband to “underserved areas formally designated as such.” See Howard/Javed 700 
.MH: Commerriai Services Comments at 38-40. Alternatively, they ask that separate procedures lor MSAs, on the 
one hand. and RSAs, on the other hand, he employed respecting the use of fixed wireless broadhand in those license 
arcas, and that such procedures obligate B Block licensees to enter into agreements with parties proposing lo use that 
spectrum to serve underserved areas. Id. at 40-4 I .  

”“ See generaiiy 700 MH: Commercial Services Notire: 700 MH: Further Notice; see also Howard/Javed 700 MHz 
Commercial Senices Comments at 38. 

See TCA 700 M H z  Funher Notice Comments at 3-5; Leap 700 M H z  Further Notice Comments at 3 ;  Cellular 
South 700 M H z  Further N d c e  Rep\y Comments at 6. 

We also determine elsewhere in  this Second Report and Order that there are benefits associated with having a 12- 
(megahertz A Block licensed on an EA hasis next to the 12-megahertz B Block licensed on a CMA basis because 
small and regional providers will be able to combine these smaller area licenses with identical spectrum block sizes. 

”’ Howard/Javcd 700 MHz Conimercinl Services Comments at 23 
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92. In addition, we will not adopt the recommendation of Tropos that the A and B Blocks of 
the Lower 700 MHz Band should be auctioned and awarded to licensees that “would administer a 
contention based unlicensed spectrum environment.”’08 We agree with CTIA and AT&T that Tropos’s 
proposal is not consistent with the flexible use intended for this spectrum.’w’ We also find that the 
technical rules are sufficient tu  permit the use of Tropos’s technologies by a licensee in the 700 MHz 
Band. Finally. there is little support in the record for Tropos’s proposal. 

two 15-megahertz blocks (each comprised of paired 7.5-megahertz blocks), with one licensed over EAGs 
and the other over REAGs.”” Our decision to reconfigure the Upper 700 MHz Band in the manner 
adopted in this Second Report and Order meets the needs of a broad range of spectrum providers and the 
puhlic. First. our decision to maintain a license with a wider bandwidth helps to provide a mix of license 
sizcs throughout the entire 700 MHz Band so bidders will have options in acquiring licenses that best 
meet their requirements. Second, our decision to provide another license, with appropriate conditions, in 
ion.junction with a public/private partnership to address broadband for public safety addresses important 
concerns relating 10 an interoperable puhlic safety network. 

unpaired spectrum blocks to allow for the development of TDD technologies.2” Similarly, we will not 
adopt Navini’s suggestion to allocate additional spectrum i n  the 700 MHz Band for mobile WiMAX 
deployment that is specially conducive to the use of TDD technology, ;.e., 15- or 30-megahertz spectrum 
hlocks.”’ The 700 MHz Band already provides for two unpaired licenses, one of which remains to be 
assigned ( ; . e . .  E Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band). In addition, the Commission provided for a flexible 
use approach with respect to the services and technologies, “including provision of the full range of FDD- 
and TDD-based wireless services.”*” The band plan we are adopting today is carefully crafted to provide 
a mix of licenses of various sizes and bandwidths for the entire 700 MHz Band to meet the competing 
needs of a wide range of commenters and to meet a number of important policy goals, and we find that 
maintaining the current size of the unauctioned unpaired spectrum band is consistent with our decisions 

?ox 

93. Corr requests that the C and D Blocks of the Upper 700 MHz Band be realigned to form 

94. We decline to adopt NextWave’s proposed band plan, which is based on the use of 

Sue Tropos 700 MH: C o n i m ~ r c i a l  Services Comments at 10. 

See CTIA Commercial Services Norice Reply Comments a1 10-1 I ;  AT&T Commercial Services Norice Reply 

See Corr 700 MH: Cumnlercial Semites Comments at 3. 

?M 

Coniments at 13. 
:,,, 
‘I’ See NextWave 7 0 0 M H z  Commercial Services Comments at 6-10 &Attach. I; NextWave 700 M H z  Commercial 
Sen,ices Reply Comments at 2-Y &Attach. I. NextWave’s modified proposal includes two new unpaired 10- 
megahertz hlocks and onc new paired 10-megahertz hlock (comprised of two 5-megahertz hlocks) in the Upper 700 
MHr Band, and two new unpaired 12-megahertz hlocks in the Lower 700 MHz Band. The sire and location of the 
current unpaired 6-megahertz hlock, E Block in the Lower 700 MHz Band. would not he altered. See NextWave 
700 MU: Commercial Services Reply Comments at Attach. 1. NextWave’s original proposal suggested adopting 
unpaired spectrum blocks of 6-15 megahertz. See NextWave 700 MHz Commercial Services Notice Comments at 7- 
8 & Attach. I. The reasons for opposing NextWave‘s proposal include: i t  would hamper the growth of alternative 
services, see AT&T 700 MH: CommercialServires Reply Comments at 13-14 & n.32; MetroPCS 700 MHz 
Commercia/ Services Reply Comments a1 15: it has not heen demonstrated that TDD will be successful in the 
marketplace, see MetroPCS 700 MHz Commercial SenJices Reply Comments at 15; Alltel 700 MHz Commercial 
Senices Reply Comments at 5; and the Commission’s decision should not favor a particular technology, see 
Cingular 700 MHz Commercial Senice.s Reply Comments at I O  AT&T 700 MHz Commercial Services Reply 
Commcnts at 14. 

Navini 700 MHr: Conrmercial Srnlices Comments at I .  Navini states that its current offering is built on a TDD 112 

scheme utilizing 16.5 megahertz hands. Id. 

’ I 3  Lower- 7 0 0 M I l z  ReporraridOrder. 17 FCC Rcd at 1070-71 1 125, 1051-52qI70. 
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regarding the rest of the band plan. 

may br(iadband platforms in the E Block of the Lower 700 MHz Band."' The Commission has provided 
tor ilcxibility in services to be otkred and tcchnologies to be deployed in the 700 MHz Band. In the 
f .ower 700 MH: Report atid Onfrr ,  the Conimission adopted a flexible allocation for the Lower 700 MHz 
Hand which "will allofi service providers to select the technology they wish to use to provide new 
services that the market may demand."?l5 Google's proposal regarding the use of the Lower 700 MHz 
Band's E Block could reduce this flexibility, and thus restrict the extent to which any potential bidder and 
licensee could operate in the band. Google does not present evidence of any significant support for the 
Commission deviating from its policq respecting flexible use, and we do  not agree with Google's 
suggestion that the E Block lacks any immediate commercial value. The record reflects that the similar 
unpaired 6-megahertz D Block in the Lower 700 MHz Band, which is adjacent to E Block, is being used 
by Qualcomm for its MediaFLO service."' As discussed elsewhere in this Second Report and Order, 
\ervice providers that hold licenses for the Lower 700 MHz Band E Block will have cignificant incentives 
to provide advanced broadband and other services. In addition, by licensing the E Block over smaller 
geographic areas, EAs, we are providing the opportunity for a wider range of potential licensees to access 
this spectrum. We therefore see no need to condition the use of this block a5 requested by Google. 

purposes as discussed by Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials-International, Inc. 
t APCOj, International Association of Chiefs of Police, International Association of Fire Chiefs, Major 
Cities Chiefs Association, Major County Sheriffs Association, and National Sheriffs' Association in their 
coniments on the 700 M H z  Commercial Services Notice."' As these commenters acknowledge, such a 
reallocation is beyond the Commission's current statutory authority.218 In any event, we are adopting 

95. We also decline to adopt Google's suggestion that the Commission should require two- 

96. Finally, we do  not address a reallocation of additional spectrum for public safety 

See Letter from Richard S. Whitt. counsel for Google Inc. to Marlene H. Dortch. Secretary, FCC, in WT Docket 
No. 06-150 (filed May 21, 2007) ("Google May 21 Ex Parte i n  WT Docket No. 06-150") at 4-5. Specifically, 
Google argues that the E Block "only should bc [ I )  utilized for interactive, two-way broadband services, (2) 
connected to the public Interne:, and (3) used to support innovative software-based applications, services, and 
dc\,ices." Id. at 4. 

Lower 700 MH; Reporf and Order-, 17 FCC Rcd at 1023 'j I .  The Commission further found that a flexible use 
approach was consistent with Section 303[y) of the Communications Act, which requires the Commission to make 
affirmative findings that a proposed flexible use allocation ( I )  is consistent with international agreements; (2) would 
bc i n  the public interest; (3) would not deter investment in communications services and systems. or technology 
development; and (4) would not result 111 harmful interference among users. Id. at l O 3 O ' j  15 (citing 47 U.S.C. $ 
303(y)). The Commission's rules allow non-guard band 700 MHz licensees to provide "any services for which its 
frequency bands are allocated." 47 C.F.R. 5 27.?[a). 

' I 5  See Qualcomm Google E.r Pane Comments at 3-4. Qualcomm comments that other mobile video technologies 
also operate in a 6-megahertz unpaired block of spectrum. Id. at 4. 

"-See APCO et al. 700 MHz Conrniercral SenJice.5 Notice Reply Comments at 2. 

' I s  Id. The Balanced Budget Act mandated that with respect to the 60 megahertz i n  the Upper 700 MHz Band, the 
Commission allocate 24 megahertz of spectrum for public safety services and the remaining 36 megahertz of 
spectrum for commercial use to be assigned by competitive bidding. See 47 U.S.C. $ 337(a) (enacted by the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997, Pub. L. No. 105-33, 5 3004, I I I Stat. 251, 266 (adding new Section 337(a) and 
establishing initial timetable for conducting auctionsj); Balanced Budget Act of 1997 5 3004 (adding new $ 337 of 
the Communications Act) The Commission has made that allocation. See Reallocation of Television Channels 60- 
69. the 746-806 MHz Band, ET Docket No. 97-157, Report and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 22953 'j 1 (1998), recon., 13 
FCC Rcd 21578 (1998) (Upper 700 MHz Reallocation Order). The DTV Act requires that the Commission auction 
the "recovered analog spectrum" which does not include the spectrum required by Section 337 of the Act to be made 
(continued.. ..) 
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provibions elsewhere concerning the 700 MHz Public Safety Band and to establish nationwide 
interoperable wireless broadband for public safety. 

b. Guard Bands Spectrum 

( i )  Background 

97. In the 700 M H z  Furher Notice, we proposed to change the sizes and locations of the 
Lrpper 700 MHz Guard Band ’’ We sought comment on these changes within the framework of our 
Icntative conclusion to designate the lower portion of the 700 MHz Public Safety Band for broadband 
conimunications, and to consolidate the narrowband channels to the upper portion of the public safety 
spectrum.’”’ We tentatively concluded that the Cornmission should not adopt the BOP for the Guard 
Rands spectrum, or other proposals to the extent that they propose a reallocation of commercial spectmm 
for public safety use or the assignment of spectrum from our auction inventory without competitive 
bidding.’” We reasoned that, prior to the completion of the DTV transition, Section 337 of the Act 
appears to prohibit the Commission from reallocating commercial spectrum for public safety use as 
proposed by the BOP and Ericsson.”’ Similarly, we stated that Section 337 appears to require 
competitive bidding to assign spectrum allocated for commercial use, making the BOP and the critical 
infrastructure industries (CII) proposals potentially unlawful.’” Finally, we tentatively concluded that 
even if the Commission possessed legal authority to adopt the BOP, Ericsson, or CII proposals, they 
would not serve the public interest hecause they seek to assign additional spectrum to current licensees 
without competitive bidding.”‘ 

We alco noted that a reconfiguration of the 700 MHz Public Safety Band could result in 
interference to the relocated public safety narrowband channels from existing Canadian and Mexican TV 
broadcasters in certain border areas.22‘ The Canadian government has agreed to clear broadcasters from 
TV channels 63 and 68 and to use the spectrum for public safety purposes, and will clear broadcasters 
from all TV channels above channel 52 by August 31,201 I ,226 As such, channels 64 and 69. where all of 
the reconfigured narrowband channels will reside, are unlikely to be cleared until at least that date. 
Consequently, if we consolidate the public safety narrowband channels onto only channels 64 and 69, all 
narrowband channels will be subject to interference from Canadian broadcast operations within border 
areas during Canada’s DTV transition. Furthermore, Mexico has not yet announced a date for 

98. 

(Conlinued from previous page) 
available for public safety services. DTV Act 5 3003(a)(2); see also 700 MHz Commercia/ Sewices Notice, 21 FCC 
Rcdat914Y¶5.9350-51¶9. 

”” See 700 MHz Furfher Notice. 22 FCC Rcd at 8 I32 ‘jl 183. 
22u Id, 

”’ Id. at 8147% 227~  The Commission initially sought comment on the BOP and other proposals regarding the 
Guard Bands in the 700 MHz Guard Bands Norice. See 700 MHz Guard Bands Norice, 21 FCC Rcd at 10430-35 
yy1 40-48. 
->, --- See 700 MH:, Fiirrher Notice. 22 FCC Rcd at XI47 ‘j 227. 

.’ Id. 

”‘ Id. The Commission added that the BOP also could create an increased potential for interference between 
700 MHz Band puhlic safety and commercial operations. Id. 

“’See 700 MHz Further Norice, 22 FCC Rcd at 8136 ‘f¶ 195-196; see also 700 MHz Guard Bands Notice, 21 FCC 
Rcd at 10432 ¶ 45. 

’’‘ Broadcasting Public Notice CRTC 2007-53 (May 17,2007), available at 
h1t~:/lwww.crtc.e~.ca/archive/ENGMotices/2007/~b2007-5~.htn~. 

.>; 
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transitioning its T V  channels, including channels 64 and 69.’” Accordingly, we proposed that public 
safety narrowband operations be permitted in Canadian border areas within the public safety allocation’s 
internal guard band until the end of  Canada’s DTV transition. We alto proposed to impose a license 
condition upon the non-Guard Bands commercial licensee adjacent to the public safety broadband 
allocation, creating temporary access i n  those border areas to 1 megahertz o f  that adjacent block to 
preserve the full 5-megahertz bandwidth of the public safety broadband allocation.’” 

99. After reaching tentative conclusions to not adopt the BOP, CII, or Ericsson proposals, we 
invited comment on an alternative proposal filed by the BOP proponents (the Access Spectruflegasus 
Alternative Proposal), which sought to address legal concerns raised by the BOP. Under the alternative 
proposal, 32 megahertz of commercial broadband spectrum would be auctioned, but the size o f  the public 
safety allocation would remain unchanged.”’ Specifically, the proposal assumes reconfiguration of the 
700 MHr public safety spectrum and seeks to remedy potential public safety narrowband interference 
issues by shifting the entire 700 MHz Public Safety Band downward by I megahertz from i t s  current 
location. In addition, as part o f  this shift, the current Guard Band A Block (at 746-747 MHz and 776-777 
MHz)  would be relocated immediately below the paired public safety broadband spectrum, and the Guard 
Hand B Block would be relocated immediately above the public safety narrowband spectrum, and 
reduced from a 4-megahertz block (paired 2-megahertz blocks) to a ‘-megahertz block (paired 1 - 
megahertz blocks). The relocated Guard Band B Block would then serve as a Commission-held guard 
band, s t i l l  within the commercial allocation. to protect the public safety narrowband channels. 

The Access SpectrudPegasus Alternative Proposal (a component o f  the Upper 700 M H z  
hand plan Proposals 3.4, and 5 in the 700 MHz Further Norice) would require incumbent Guard Bands A 
and B Block licensees to “repack” their licenses into the reconfigured Guard Band A Block. The proposal 
also includes a commitment o f  the participating Guard Band licensees to fund the reconfiguration o f  the 
public safety spectrum, provided that the reconfigured Guard Band A Block would be subject to the same 
service rules as !he adjacent non-Guard Band commercial licenses, including the flexibility to deploy 
cellular architectures. In the 700 MHz Further Notice, we recognized that this proposal, particularly the 
spectrum “repacking,” contemplates agreement o f  !he incumbent licensees regarding the revised band 
plan, including geographic area assignments.’30 We tentatively concluded that we should reject the 
proposal if the incumbent licensees could not reach an agreement.?’ 

on the Access Spectruflegasus Alternative Proposal. We also received comments on our proposal to 
provide temporary access to I megahertz of non-Guard Band commercial spectrum to address potential 
interference to public safety communications at the Canadian border. Cyren Call and Ericsson submitted 
additional proposals concerning the 700 MHz Guard Bands. Finally, on July 6, 2007, all but one of the 
Guard Band licensees joined in  a proposal (“July 6, 2007 Guard Bands Proposal”) that addresses a 

100. 

101. As explained below, i n  response to the 700MHz Further Nolice, we received comments 

n, -- 

(tie border arcas on TV channels h3 and 64. Id. According to Access SpectrumlPegasus, having interoperable 
public safety channels on both channels 63 and 68 in the United States helps alleviate interference issues. Access 
SpcctrudPegasus 700 MHz Furlher Norice Comments at IO. 

Access SpectrurnlPegaws 700 MH: Further Notice Comments at 8. Mexican television hroadcaslers operate in 

See 700 MHz Firrfher Norice. 22 FCC Rcd at 8 I16 ¶‘j 195-1 96 

”‘/d al813h-8117’jT 195-199 

‘w Id. at 8 I37 1 I99 

‘’I Id. 
.. 
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number of objections to the Access Spectruflegasus Alternative Proposal and which informs our 
determinations helow.”’ 

102. Bordcr /riter$ererice. There is widespread support for those aspects of the Access 
SpectrumPegasus Alternative Proposal that address potential interference to public safety narrowband 
tiperations in border areas. Northrop Grumman states that the proposal is the most appropriate plan to 
attain nationwide availability of public safety narrowband interoperability channels, absent a frequency 
shill or migration requirement.’7’ In most respects, WCA supports band proposals that would incorporate 
Access SpectrundPegasus’ Alternative Proposal.”‘ WCA asserts that these proposals would ensure 
puhlic safety interoperability via a uniform reconfiguration throughout the United States including along 
the borders.”‘ The 4G Coalition notes that the alternative proposal would resolve funding and Computer 
Assisted Pre-Coordination Resource and Database (“CAPRAD) reprogramming issues, while other band 
plan proposals do 

interference issues in  border areas, minimize the potential for interference between 700 MHz Band 
licensees,’” and permit the Commission to provide public safety entities with spectrum assignments 
aligned with Canadian allocations.”” NPSTC also favors hand plans that incorporate the alternative 
proposal because it would address potential conflicts with Canadian TV broadcasters at the border arising 
from reconfiguration of the public safety spectrum.”’ Arcadian also supports the alternative proposal 
hecause it would address border areia interference concerns and provide funding for reconfiguration of the 
700 MHr Public Safety Band.2J” 

Conversely, Alcatel-Lucent contends that the 1-megahertz downward shift under the 
alternative proposal would complicate international coordination and result in underutilization of the 
public safety broadband spectrum.”’ AT&T also opposes the alternative proposal, arguing that a guard 
band is required between the Lower and Upper 700 MHz C Blocks due to interference (or “noise-rise”) 
potential, particularly where the types of services and power limits may differ.’4’ MetroPCS claims that 
the alternative proposal would not resolve interference issues, and that the additional flexibility and 

101. Verizon Wireless states that the alternative proposal would address public safety 

104. 

”’ Srr Letter from Kathleen Wallman. on behalf of Access Spectrum, LLC, Dominion 700. Inc.. Pcgasus 
Comniunicatiiins Corporation, and kadiofone Nationwide PCS, LLC, to Marlene H. Dortch. Secretary, FCC, Ex 
Parte in WT Docket Nos. 96-86,06-150.06-169, PS Docket No. 06-229 (filed J u l y  9,2007) (“Access 
SpectrumPegasus July 6, 2007 Ex Parre”). 

” ’ S e e  Northrop Grumman 700 MH: Fiirrher Norice Comments at 4. 

See WCA 700 M I I :  Further Norice Comments at 4. 

Id. at 4-6. 9 2 7 T  

““See 4G Coalition 700 MHz Ftirther Notice Comments at 22. 

- ”  Sre Verizon Wireless 700 MHz Further Nofice Comments at 16. 
~ .- 

Id. at 17. Verizon Wireless suggests that the proposal would diminish the risk of interference to public safety ::X 

licensees because i t  would retain the I-megahertz guard band that separates the commercial and public safety 
\pectrum, and also would provide enough spectrum in a larger 22-megahertz Upper 700 MHz Band C Block to 
allow for the use of’ an additionai internal guard hand to protect against high-power operations from the Lower 700 
MHL Band C Block. Id. at 18. 

”‘See NPSTC 700 MHz Furrher- Norice Comments at 25 

See Arcadian 700 MHz Further Notice Reply Comments at 3. I411 

.‘Ii See ALU 700 MH: Further. Norice Comments at 22. 

., 
See AT&T 700 MHz Further Norice Reply Comments at 25-28 
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capabilities afforded the 700 MHz Guard Band licensees would create a “windfall” for the incumbents.’” 
Finall), some commenters continue to support the BOP.’“ 

Temporury Piihlic Sufety A r . i m ~  tu Conlmerciul Spectrum I n  the Upper 700 M H z  Bund. 
Alcatel-Lucent opposes temporary access into the commercial Upper 700 MHz Band spectrum, adjacent 
t u  the 700 MHz Public Safety Band, for public safety broadhand in Canadian border areas, and instead 
advocates flexible operating parameters for the 700 MHz Public Safety Band’s internal guard band.*” To 
ensure rapid deploqment of public safety services, Alcatel-Lucent urges us to permit limited narrowband 
i i h c  of the internal public safety guard band in border areas and to expeditiously conclude temporary 
international agreements.”h Access SpectrudPegasus oppose Alcatel-Lucent’s proposal for flexible use 
of the public safety internal guard band to address border interference ihsues because it would only 
provide a temporary solution and preclude the permanent availability of interoperability channels.247 
They also argue that Alcatel-Lucent’s proposal to permit temporary use of the public safety internal guard 
band for narrowband communications would effectively reduce the size of  the available bandwidth of the 
public safety broadband spectrum because a I megahertz guard band between public safety’s broadband 
and narrowband operations is necessary to prevent interference between the two uses.248 

Northrop Grumman contends that providing public safety entities temporary access to 
commercial spectrum in  the Upper 700 MHz Band would not meet their needs because it  would create 
incompatibility with non-border areas by temporarily relocating the narrowband channels in border areas, 
thereby thwarting nationwide interoperability.’‘y WCA also contends that such an interim allocation shift 
would frustrate interoperability and not serve the public intere~t.?~’ The 4G Coalition contends that any 
band plan that the Commission adopts should not isolate public safety agencies in border areas, which 
would impede nationwide interoperability.’” It argues that the temporary access plan is unlawful for 
some of the same reasons we have tentatively concluded not to adopt the BOP.‘?’ NPSTC similarly 
argues that the temporary access proposal would fail to solve public safety interoperability at the border 
and that the costs associated with returning it  to permanent status are not known at this time.’?’ 

is created to maintain the full bandwidth of the public safety broadband spectrum, it  would be more 
difficult to modify the band plan and the spectrum would be significantly devalued, possibly impeding 
use of the spectrum.’54 Ericsson also asserts that the temporary access proposal does not address 

” ’ S e e  MetroPCS 700 MHz Further Norice Comments at 24; see also Letter from Mark Stachiw, MetroPCS to 
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC. Ex Purfe in WT Docket N o  06- 169 (filed Mar. 22,2007). 

I 05. 

106. 

107. Ericsson argues that if temporary access into commercial Upper 700 MHz Band spectrum 

See. ‘.x., Access SpectrumIPegasus 700 MHr Further Notice Comments, App. B: Northrop Grumman 700 MHz 

S e  Aloatel-Lucent 700 MH: Further Nofice Comments at 24. 

121 

Fiirther Norice Cornments at 10. 
I-15 

24:’ ld. at 2 I 

See Access SpectrudPegasus 700 MHz Further Nofice Reply Comments at IO- I I .  

~ d .  at 12.  

See Northrop Grumman 700 MHz Furiher Notice Comments at 4. 

:4- 

24’) 

‘so See WCA 700 MHz Funher Notice Comments at 8. 
1’ ~ 

Sre 3G Coalition 700 MHz Further Notice Comments at 22. 

’.” Id. at 22. 

” ’  Sre NPSTC 700 MHz Further- Notice Comments at 23, 24. 

See Ericsson 700 MHz Furfher Noficr Comments ar 17. ’3.1 
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broadcast interference at the Mexican border, and that licensees in the 700 MHz Band would have 
problems i n  certain border areas.'55 Ericsson urges the Commission to include the entire 700 MHz Band 
in its interoperability objectives, and to pursue bilateral talks to relieve spectrum constraints by February 
200Y."' Ericsson asserts that the temporary access proposal fails to address whether Mexico would agree 
to shut down broadcast operations in the band, and that it  is better to harmonize the entire 700 MHz Band 
than to adopt temporary solutions that would he difficult to rever~e ."~  

108. C j r m  Call Proposal. Cyren Call supports a new band plan (based on Proposal 4 in the 
700 MH: Further Norice), where the Guard Bands A and B Block licenses would be "repacked' into a 
reconfigured Guard Band A Block between two non-Guard Band commercial blocks (a revised D Block 
and a new "E Block") in the Upper 700 M H r  Band, rather than between the non-Guard Band commercial 
block (the new "E Block") and the public safety spectrum. Cyren Call contends that this approach would 
make the puhlic safety broadband spectrum, and adjacent non-Guard Bands commercial spectrum, more 
attractive to carriers seeking a nationwide footprint of up to 22 megahertz (or 24 megahertz if acquiring 
the revised Guard Band A 

Ericssor7 Proposul. Ericsson argues that the Guard Band B Block should move to 747- 
749 MHz and 777-779 MHz, immediately above the existing Guard Band A Block."' Ericsson contends 
that this approach would improve interference protection for the public safety narrowband channels, 
providing an additional buffer between the Upper 700 MHz C Block and the public safety spectrum.z6" 
Ericsson adds that. on the lower halt' of the paired spectrum, its band plan would provide an additional 
buffer betwjeen the Lower and Upper 700 MHz C Blocks, where operations in the Lower 700 MHz Band 
have significantly higher power limits and may pose a threat to the Upper 700 MHz C Block.*" Verizon 
Wireless opposes the Ericsson proposal, stating that it  fails to address the Canadian border issue because 
public safety entities would lack the tlexibility to deploy cross-border interoperable narrowband systems 
wherever blocked by Canadian broadcast facilities.'62 

JULY 6. 2007 Guard Bands Proposal. Access SpectrudPegasus, joined by other Guard 
Bands licensees, filed a new proposal dated July 6, 2007, which is based on Cyren Call's plan (discussed 
above), whereby all Guard Band A Block licensees (except FTMPS 11) voluntarily "repack" into a new 
Guard Band A Block that is located between two non-Guard Band commercial 700 MHz Band blocks 
(the C and D Blocks) rather than adjacent to the public safety spectrum.'63 As explained in more detail 
below, these licensees provided signed waivers of their rights to object to these license modifications and 
have agreed to transfer their Guard Band B Block licenses to the Commission. 

109. 

I 10. 

( i i )  Discussion 

I I I. We adopt a revised band plan for the 700 MHz Guard Bands spectrum and the Upper 700 
MHr Band, which includes features of Cyren Call's additional band plan proposal and the July 6,2007 

? 5 5  Id, 

2% 

Id. at 2i 

See Cyren Call 700 M H z  Firrthef- Notice Comments. Att. 1 .  

SPP Ericsson 700 MHz Furrher Notice Comments at 23 .  

Id.  at 23-24. 

'''I Id. at 26-27. 

2'32 Verizon Wireless 700 M H i  Further Notice Reply Comments at 1 I 

"'See Access SpectrumlPegasus July 6. 2007 Ex Pane. 

1.7 

liX - 

- ,>,> 
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Guard Bands Proposal. As an initial matter, we determine that with the reconfiguration of the 700 MHz 
Public Safety Band, the Guard Band €3 Block will no longer be necessary as a guard band between the 
non-Guard Bands commfrcial spectrum, and the public safety broadband ~pectrum."~ To enable a more 
efficient, shared interoperable hroadband network, we locate the Guard Band A Block between the Upper 
700 MI-lr Band C and D Blocks, shifting the public safety broadband allocation downward by I 
niepahertr and placing i t  adjacent to the commercial D Block that will be used for the 700 MHz 
PubliclPrivate Partnership. This new band plan addresses potential public safety narrowband 
interoperability issues in border arcas, and frees up 2 megahertz of B Block Guard Band spectrum 
nationwide (except for PTPMS 11's two grandfathered MEAs) to be included in the auction of commercial 
5pectNm. 

I 12. Finally, consistent with our tentative conclusion in the 700 M H z  Further Notice, we 
determine that we lack legal authority to adopt the BOP, the CII, or the Ericsson proposals because they 
propose a reallocation of commerciai spectrum to public safety, and assignment of commercial licenses 
from our auction inventory without competitive bidding. We also reject the most recent Ericsson band 
plan proposal as well as the Access SpectrudPegasus Alternative Proposal and the Cyren Call proposal 
to the extent they are inconsistent with our actions in this Second Report and Order. 

(a) Revisions to Upper 700 MHz Band Plan for  Guard  
Bands 

1 13. Background. As explained ahove. the reconfiguration of the 700 MHz Public Safety 
Band may result in interference to the relocated narrowband channels from existing Canadian and 
Mexican TV broadcasters in certain border areas. Both the BOP, and the Access Spec t ruf legasus  
alternative to the BOP, propose a I-megahertz downward shift of the public safety spectrum into the 
former Guard Bands spectrum at 763-764 MHz and 793-794 MHz while maintaining the full 24- 
megahertz public safety allocation required by Section 337 of the Act. This shift creates a I-megahertz 
overlap between the consolidated ndITOwbdnd channels and TV channels 63 and 68, which Canada has 
already agreed to clear of broadcasters. This shift also addresses the Canadian border issue for public 
safety operations on the reconfigured narrowband channels. 

Alternative Proposal includes an agreement to consolidate the existing Guard Bands A and B Block 
licenses into a 2-megahertz block (comprised of paired spectrum at 762-763 MHz and 792-793 MHz). 
The repacking frees up an additional 2 megahertz of commercial spectrum to be added to the licenses set 
for auction, permitting the auction of 32 megahertz of commercial spectrum in the Upper 700 MHz Band. 
Finally, the alternative proposal would relocate the Guard Band B Block, which is reduced to a 2- 
mesahertz block (comprised of paired spectrum at 775-776 MHr and 805-806 MHz). The lower half of 
the reconfigured B Block (at 775-776 MHz) would serve as a necessary guard band to protect the ublic 
safety narrowband channels from commercial operations in the upper half of the paired C Block. 

their alternative proposal t~ request auction discount vouchers (also called bidding offset credits) to 
account for relinquishing spectrum to the Commission as part of the repacking plan, and for their 
agreement to fund the 700 MHz Public Safety Band reconfiguration.2bb They also proposed an "option- 

114. In addition to addressing the Canadian border issue, the Access Spec t ruf legasus  

28 
115. After the release of the 700 M H z  Furthrr Norice, Access Spec t ruf legasus  modified 

However, as discussed below, a reconfigured I -megahertz B Block remains necessary as a guard band between ?h4 

the public safety narrowhand channels and the upper half of the paired C Block. 

"' Hy contrast, the upper half' of the reconfigured B Block (at 805-806 MHz) will be located between 700 MHz 
public safety and 800 MHz public safety spectrum rather than between commercial and public safety spectrum. 

''' Access SpectrudPegasus 700 MHz Funher Notice Comments at 13- 14. Access Spectrudegasus proposed that 
the vouchers be useable i n  any aucuon and fully transferable, measured by the population covered by the 
(continued., ..) 

49 



Federal Communications Commission FCC 07-132 

\ariant” of their two-sided auction proposal.’“’ Access Spectrum explained that the variant was designed 
to address obligations to certain customers, including a right of first refusal from one customer with 
respect to all of its 700 MHr Guard Band licenses.”’ Access Spectruf legasus also advised that one 
incumbent Guard Band licensee. PTPMS 11, has declined to repack its three licenses into the reconfigured 
A Block.’h9 

I 16. J u l ~  6, 2007 Guard Barids Proposal. Given the increasing complications of their 
alternative proposal, Access SpectrudPegasus, joined by other Guard Bands licensees, filed a new 
proposal dated July 6, 2007. which is partly based on Cyren Call’s additional proposal (discussed above). 
lJnder the new proposal, all Guard Band A Block licensees (except PTPMS 11) ”repack” into a new Guard 
Hand A Block located between two non-Guard Band commercial blocks (the C and D Blocks) rather than 
next to the public safety broadband allo~ation.’~” In the July 6, 2007 expurte letter, Access 
SpectrundPegasus and the other Guard Bands licensees provided signed waivers of their rights to object 
to these license modifications and agreed to transfer their remaining B Block licenses to the Commission. 
They also provided that their new proposal is not conditioned upon auction discount vouchers or the two- 
sided auction “option variant,”’” and each licensee affirmatively waived its right under Section 316 to 
object to the license modifications that would not include such mechanisms.’” These proposals therefore 
arc moot and it is unnecessary to reach a decision regarding the use of vouchers or a two-sided auction to 
achieve our godk in  this proceeding. All of the incumbent Guard Bands licensees, except PTPMS 11, 
executed the agreement. AF’CO and NPSTC support the July 6, 2007 Guard Bands Proposal.273 The 4G 
Coalition - whose members include DIRECTV, EchoStdr, Google, Intel, Skype, and Yahoo -also 
cupports the proposal, provided that we adopt a public/private partnership involving a commercial license 
adjacent to the public safety spectrum in the Upper 700 MHr Band.”‘ 

(Continued lroin previous page) 
surrendered handwidth (i.e., in MHr-pops), and expressed in a $/MHr-pop value equal to the gross value of winning 
bids i n  the auction of Upper 700 MHz licenses divided by the total MHz-pops auctioned. Id. 

Under the option variant, after the auction of the adjacent D Block, Access Spectrummegasus could choose to 
either: (a)  sell each repackcd A Block license to the D Block licensee at the D Block’s $/MHz-pop auction value; or 
(b) mow to the reconfigured B Block within the matching service area. Id. at I I ,  11.15. App. A at 2 - 3  

See Letter from Ruth Milkman, Counsel, Acccss Spectrum, LLC to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex Parte x n  

111 WT Docket Nos. 96-86.06-150.06- 169, PS Docket No. 06-229 at 2 (filed July  3. 2007). 

~ S r e  Access SpectruMegasus 700 M H z  Furrher Notice Reply Comments at 7. With respect to Radiofone, 
Access SpectruMegasus propose that the Radiofone B Block license he grandfathered at its existing spectral 
location. such that the available public safety broadhand spectrum in the Gulf service area would be reduced from 5 
megahertz to 4 megahertz. 

Access SpectrumPegasus Ju ly  6, 2007 Ex Parte. Radiofone has agreed to surrender its B Block license in the ?7n 

Gulf (MEA 52),  and will not hold any license in the relocated A Block. See Letter from Access Spectrum, LLC, 
Dominion 700, Inc.. Pegasus Communications Corporation, and Radiofone Nationwide PCS, LLC, to Marlene H. 
Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex Purfe in WT Docket Nos. 96-86,06-150,06-169, PS Docket No. 06-229 (filed July 13, 
2007) (“Access Spectrummegasus July 13, 2007 Ex Pane”). 

‘ ‘I Access SpectrudPegasus J u l y  6,2007 Ex Parte. 

~ - Id. 

.’ ‘ S e e  Letter from Robert M. Gurss, APCO International, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex Parte in W I  
Docket Nos. Y6-86,06-150, and 06.169, and PS Docket No. 06-229 (filed July 9,2007) (noting that APCO and 
NPSTC support the July 6, 2007 Guard Bands Proposal, provided that the Commission ensures “reimbursement for 
public safety narrowband licensees that incur costs to reprogram radios to the new channel allotments”). 

’“See Letter from 4G Coalition to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, Ex Parte in WT Docket Nos. 96-86,06-150, 
06.169, PS Docket No. 06.229 at I (filed July I I ,  2007). 

x 7  
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